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Abstract: 
This paper investigates the stakeholder pressures behind corporate accountability and disclosures in 
relation to climate change. By means of a questionnaire survey, the study focuses on ascertaining the 
views of a sample of stakeholder groups such as government bodies, institutional investors, 
environmental NGOs, media accounting professionals, and researchers to examine their perceptions of 
pressures upon Australian corporations to be accountable in relation to climate change. Prior social and 
environmental research found that NGOs (Deegan and Blomquist, 2006; Tilt, 1994) and the media 
(Brown and Deegan, 1996; Islam and Deegan, 2010) were powerful stakeholder groups influencing 
corporate social and environmental disclosure practices. Our paper finds that along with NGOs and the 
media, institutional investors and regulators (governments) are equally important and powerful actors 
for applying pressure for corporate accountability in relation to climate change. Based on the findings 
of the paper, we would argue that climate change is an issue with no single stakeholder group involved, 
rather it is a set of stakeholder groups including regulators, institutional investors, the media, and 
NGOs who demand corporations to be accountable. 
 



















Stakeholder pressures and expectations have been consistently acknowledged in the 
literature as the basis around which corporate performance and related disclosures are 
formed (see, for example, Deegan and Rankin, 1996; Deegan et al., 2002; Cormier 
and Magnan, 2003; Islam and Deegan, 2008; Prado-Lorenzo et al., 2008). Evidence 
from earlier literature found that various stakeholder groups demand corporate social 
and environmental performance information (e.g., see Blacconiere and Patten, 1994; 
Epstein and Freedman, 1994; Tilt, 1994, 2004; Azzone et al., 1997; Deegan and 
Rankin, 1997, 1999; O’Dwyer et al., 2005). These studies emphasised that pressure 
from stakeholders has influenced companies to discharge their broader accountability 
to stakeholder groups through corporate social and environmental reporting, as 
stakeholder groups require such information for decision-making and accountability 
purposes. While prior research investigated corporate responsibility relating to general 
social environmental issues, our study focuses on a specific environmental issue such 
as climate change. We document how stakeholder pressures emerge to create 
corporate accountability in relation to climate change, which has possible implications 
for climate change and emission disclosures. 
 
In recent years there have been growing changes in the area and focus of 
accountability for the environment (Hopwood, 2009). One such area is climate change 
and carbon emission in which accounting and the environment have become 
intertwined, and where significant research and inquiry is needed (Hopwood, 2009). 
Given the growing importance of climate change, different stakeholder groups have 
put climate change on corporate agendas, thereby, expecting business organisations to 
respond to the issue of climate change and disclose relevant information. 
 
Climate change is gaining significant attention as a global environmental issue. Prior 
literature has already been devoted to understanding climate change science, its 
impact on the environment, and the relationship between business and climate change 
from global as well as Australian perspectives (Beggs et al., 2005; Bebbington and 
González, 2008; Rowlands, 2000; Kolk and Levy, 2001; Levy and Kolk, 2002; Kolk 
and Pinkse, 2004; Borial, 2006; Stern, 2006). Evidence from climate change-related 
science indicates that human activities, particularly the burning of fossil fuel and 
deforestation, are causing global climate change (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, 2001). Some of the prior research has found that corporations have addressed 
climate change-related concerns and disclosed performance in relation to this issue 
(see, for example, Cogan, 2006; Solomon, 2007; Haque and Deegan, 2010). However, 
despite the apparent growth in stakeholder concerns and expectations in relation to 
corporate responsibility towards climate change, there appears to be a lack of extant 
literature and systematic study investigating stakeholder concern in relation to climate 
change-related accountability practices by corporations. Why corporations are 
reporting climate change-related information remains under-investigated. This paper 
conducts a survey of different stakeholder groups to understand possible reasons for 
climate change-related disclosures. 
 
Various stakeholder groups including regulators, institutional investors, the media, 
NGOs and accounting professionals were surveyed to understand their concerns over 
corporate responsibility towards climate change. We find that, along with NGOs and 
the media, institutional investors and regulators (governments) are equally important 
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and powerful actors applying pressure for corporate accountability in relation to 
climate change. 
 
The paper proceeds as follows. The following section, Section 2, briefly presents a 
background discussion on climate change as an issue of concern. Section 3 proceeds 
to briefly discuss previous related research that embraced the issue of climate change, 
followed by a discussion of the theoretical perspective which underlies the research 
presented in Section 4. Section 5 presents the survey research method – a 
questionnaire survey. Section 6 presents the findings emanating from the 
questionnaire survey. Section 7 concludes. 
 
2. Climate change as an issue of concern in Australia 
Australia is one of the many global regions experiencing significant changes in 
climate as a result of greenhouse gases (GHGs) from human activities. Global climate 
change is evident in Australia, where average temperatures have increased by about 
0.7°C since 1910, and temperatures are projected to increase by 0.4-2.0°C from 1990 
levels, by the year 2030, and by 1.0-6.0°C by 2070 (Australian Greenhouse Office, 
2003). A report, developed by CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology through the 
Australian Climate Change Science Program, provides evidence of Australia's 
changing climate (CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology, 2007). The key findings of 
the report include: 
 
 By 2030, temperatures will rise by about 1ºC over Australia – a little less in 
coastal areas, and a little more inland – later in the century. Warming depends 
on the extent of GHG emissions. If emissions are low, warming of between 
1ºC and 2.5ºC is likely by around 2070, with a best estimate of 1.8ºC. Under a 
high emission scenario, the estimated warming is 3.4ºC, with a range of 2.2ºC 
to 5ºC. 
 There will be changes in temperature extremes, with fewer frosts and 
substantially more days over 35ºC. 
 Decreases in annual average rainfall are likely in southern Australia – rainfall 
is likely to decrease in southern areas during winter, in southern and eastern 
areas during spring, and along the west coast during autumn. By 2030, there 
will be little annual rainfall change in the far north. 
 Rainfall projections for later in the century are more dependent on GHG 
emissions. Under a low emission scenario, the best estimate of rainfall 
decrease by 2070 is 7.5%. Under a high emission scenario, the best estimate is 
a decrease of 10%. 
 Although there will be more dry days, when it does rain, rainfall is likely to be 
more intense. 
 Droughts are likely to become more frequent, particularly in the south-west. 
 Evaporation rates are likely to increase, particularly in the north and east. 
 High-fire-danger weather is likely to increase in the south-east. 
 Tropical cyclones are likely to become more intense. 
 Sea levels will continue to rise. 
 
The evidence provided by CSIRO highlights clearly that, within Australia, climate 
change has the potential to create immense environmental problems. Australia ranks 
amongst the top 20 emitting countries
4
 for total emissions, whereas its GHG 
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emissions are among the highest per capita
5
 in the world (Australian Greenhouse 
Office, 2006). According to the Australian Greenhouse Office (2006), the main 
sectors responsible for Australia’s GHG emissions which are leading to climate 
change, are: electricity, gas and water (35%); agriculture, forestry and fisheries 
(24%); manufacturing (13%); services and construction (11%); residential (9%); and 
mining (8%). They claim that the large component attributed to ‘electricity, gas and 
water’ is because of emissions associated with electricity generation, especially from 
coal-fired power stations. Fossil fuels play a dominant role in Australia’s primary 
energy consumption. More than 40% of Australia’s total primary energy supply is 
derived from coal which is a much higher proportion than in other OECD countries. 
The rising trend of GHG emissions is projected to reach 22% above the 1990 levels 
by 2020, most of this increase will come from the stationary energy sector which is 
projected to rise to 170% above the 1990 levels by 2020 (Australian Greenhouse 
Office, 2005). Therefore, Australian business organisations have been invited to take 
actions to adopt climate change-related strategies in their business practices, such as 
investment in energy efficiency, renewable energy and other low emission 
technologies to mitigate GHG emissions (Australian Business Roundtable on Climate 
Change, 2006). 
 
Imminently, Australian companies will be affected by the potential impacts of climate 
change (Preston and Jones, 2006). The effect of climate change on businesses will 
vary depending upon the carbon intensity of the businesses’ operating practices 
(Deegan, 2010). In a report by Citigroup, researchers claim that among the Australian 
Stock Exchange (ASX) top-100 listed companies, those involved in emissions-
intensive industries (e.g., Rio Tinto, BHP Billiton, BlueScope Steel, Caltex, Illuka and 
OneSteel), as well as facilities, particularly those exposed to severe weather damage, 
agriculture and water intensive industries exposed to drought and, in the longer term, 
insurers are most at risk from the impacts of climate change (Rolph and Prior, 2006). 
Corrective and innovative actions such as alternative energy, sustainable property, 
recycling, innovative finance and health care would be helpful for corporations 
(Rolph and Prior, 2006). 
 
3. Prior research 
Prior literature shows that various groups in society do demand corporate social and 
environmental performance information (e.g., see Blacconiere and Patten, 1994; Tilt, 
1994, 2004; Epstein and Freedman, 1994; Deegan and Rankin, 1997; O’Dwyer et al., 
2005). These studies indicate that to shape community perceptions by public 
reporting, there needs to be an external demand for, or a reaction to, the particular 
information being disclosed. Within the context of Australia, some studies have 
investigated whether stakeholder pressure and expectations influence corporate social 
and environmental disclosures. The studies found that community lobby or pressure 
groups in general (Tilt, 1994), specific lobby groups such as the World Wildlife Fund 
(WWF) (Deegan and Blomquist, 2006), and the media (Brown and Deegan, 1998) 
sought social and environmental information in corporate media such as annual 
reports. While prior research generally discussed different stakeholder groups’ 
demands for general corporate social and environmental information, and how their 
demands influenced companies’ disclosure practices, there is a general lack in the 
literature relating to stakeholder expectations concerning a specific environmental 
issue like climate change. Despite recent calls in the literature for a focus on the areas 
that emerge from climate change, specially accounting for carbon emissions and 
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corporate environmental reporting (Hopwood, 2009), there remains a lack of research 
that considers the views and expectations of stakeholders regarding the provision of 
carbon and climate change-related disclosure. Different stakeholder groups including 
NGOs, the media, and governments are increasingly showing their concern for the 
issue of climate change. Therefore, our present study investigates stakeholder 
pressures in relation to climate change-related corporate information. 
 
A large amount of previous literature has documented companies’ positions in the 
carbon emission debate. Most of these studies primarily focused on the corporate 
responses of the world’s largest multinational companies (such as BP, Shell, and 
Exxon) and tried to explain why their positions differ in relation to carbon emissions 
(Rowlands, 2000; Kolk and Levy, 2001; Levy and Kolk, 2002; Kolk and Pinkse, 
2004; Borial, 2006). There are a growing number of non-academic studies focussed 
on climate change disclosures. In particular, there are investigations by different 
NGOs and research organisations on corporations’ disclosure practices towards GHGs 
and the associated risk of climate change (Calvert and CERES, 2007; Friends of the 
Earth, 2006; Carbon Disclosure Project, 2007; GRI and KPMG, 2007; Association of 
Chartered Certified Accountants, UK, 2008). Among them, the Carbon Disclosure 
Project (CDP) is an international disclosure project that has been facilitated by global 
institutional investors to get access to climate change-related performance information 
from global companies. Focussing on the CDP project, Kolk, Levy and Pinkse (2008) 
examined corporate responses to climate change in relation to carbon disclosure and 
reporting mechanisms. However, questions remain unanswered about why 
corporations disclose climate change-related information within corporate media. No 
study seeks the opinions of different stakeholder groups to understand what pressures 
they are putting in place to create accountability practices by corporations. 
 
In the context of Australia, the Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 
(ACCA), UK (2008) published a report to examine the level and quality of disclosures 
on climate change management efforts from the 50 largest listed Australian 
companies (as at December 2006). Companies’ sustainability/CSR/social and 
environmental reports, web-based reports, and annual reports were used in the 
analysis. The report found a large variation in company performance, ranging from 
82% (AGL Energy Limited) to fifteen companies which scored nothing at all (0%). 
The average score of all 50 companies was just 21%, which indicates that significant 
progress needs to be made on climate change disclosures for the majority of the 
companies. The report also provides a comparison between the UK companies’ 
disclosure on climate change and that of the Australian companies, and found better 
disclosure practices in UK companies than in the Australian companies in all 
categories. In a recent study, Haque and Deegan (2010) examined the Climate Change 
Related Corporate Governance (CCCG) disclosure practices of five selected 
Australian companies over a 16-year period, from 1992 to 2007. The study found that 
there was an upward trend of disclosures for different categories of CCCG practices 
across time. In other words, the reporting of the CCCG disclosures appeared to 
increase over the years. While prior research found evidence of climate change 
disclosure practices, it did not investigate stakeholder pressure as a contributing factor 
to the reason for the disclosures. This research fills in the present research gap. To 
understand the reasons for disclosures, this study investigates the expectations and 
pressures of different stakeholder groups on corporations in regard to corporate 
responsibility and related disclosures in relation to climate change. There is a body of 
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business and accounting literature that has embraced different theoretical perspectives 
to explain why organisations might adopt particular strategies, inclusive of those that 
relate to social responsibility disclosure practices. We embrace the notion of coercive 
pressures in institutional theory to understand the stakeholder pressure behind 
corporate reporting in relation to climate change. 
 
4. Stakeholder pressures within institutional theory 
This study embraces institutional theory to understand stakeholder pressures exerted 
on Australian corporations in relation to their responsibility for climate change. 
Institutional theory is concerned with “the relationship between organisations and 
their environments” (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991, p. 12). Institutional theory posits 
that organisational practices are shaped by pressures from stakeholders who expect to 
see particular practices in place. Organisational practices and policies respond to 
social and institutional pressures in order to conform to prevailing societal 
expectations to gain, maintain or repair legitimacy. According to Scott (1987, p. 498) 
“Organizations conform [to institutional pressures for change] because they are 
rewarded for doing so through increased legitimacy, resources, and survival 
capabilities”. 
 
A key aspect of institutional theory is the concept of isomorphism and isomorphic 
pressures. Dillard, Rigsby and Goodman (2004, p. 509) explain that “isomorphism 
refers to the adaptation of an institutional practice by an organisation”. DiMaggio and 
Powell (1983) argue that institutional isomorphic pressures influence organisational 
policies and practices. According to DiMaggio and Powell (1983) there are three 
types of institutional isomorphic pressures, namely, coercive pressures, mimetic 
pressures, and normative pressures, by which managerial decisions can be strongly 
influenced (see Deegan, 2009, for further references). As the objective of this paper is 
to understand stakeholder pressures on corporate accountability in relation to climate 
change, DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) coercive isomorphism is more relevant to us. 
 
Coercive pressure leads to coercive isomorphism, which is exercised when formal and 
informal demands are placed on an organisation to change its structure by other 
powerful organisations (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). An organisation’s behavior 
changes because standards of conduct or elements of structures are imposed on it 
externally. In such conditions, organisations would succeed in becoming isomorphic 
with the environment in order to gain legitimacy. This kind of isomorphism is related 
to power (Deegan, 2009). DiMaggio and Powell (1983, p. 150) argue that: 
 
Coercive isomorphism results from both formal and informal pressures exerted on organizations 
by other organizations upon which they are dependent and by cultural expectations within which 
organizations function. Such pressures may be felt as force, as persuasion, or as invitations to join 
in collusion. 
 
There are two ways coercive isomorphism arises: influence from societal and cultural 
expectations (Meyer and Rowan, 1977) and through the influence of dependencies 
among organisations (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Coercive isomorphism occurs 
when organisations are subject to influence from societal and cultural expectations 
within the broader social systems. Organisational conformity to these expectations 
and norms results in the acquisition of legitimacy, which, in turn, enhances the 
organisation’s survival prospects. Meyer and Rowan (1977) assert that organisational 
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legitimacy is the outcome of an implicit ‘social contract’ between an organisation and 
its broader social context. The need for legitimacy is seen as a force that drives 
organisations to adopt socially appropriate practices and goals (Meyer and Rowan, 
1977). Consistent with the societal and cultural expectations within the notion of 
coercive isomorphism, the Australian community's expectations for urgent action on 
the issue of climate change appear to have been unequivocal for over a decade. As 
evidence, Crowley (2008b) states: 
 
In 2006, 86 per cent of Australians thought the government was not doing enough about climate 
change (BBC World Service “19 Nation Poll”). By 2007, climate change had become the number 
one issue of public concern (News Limited release, January 17, 2007). 
 
This community concern in relation to the issue of climate change appears to be 
reflected by the concerns expressed by different members of the community, as they 
state in numerous public statements that they are working together with the broader 
community to influence climate change-related business practices. For example, the 
Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia Ltd (ASFA), in its submission on 
the ASX corporate governance council ‘Review of the principles of good corporate 
governance and best practice recommendations’, (2007) stated that: 
 
There is also the issue of growing community concern about issues such as climate change and 
water usage that will add further pressure on both institutional investors and companies they invest 
in to consider a wider range of business risks. The current political debate around the environment, 
water usage and climate change indicates that these are issues of significant and growing concern 
for our politicians and the wider community. There are signs that institutional investors will need 
to be increasingly aware of community concerns that will enable them to manage, respond and 
remain competitive and relevant. 
 
This statement indicates that the current debate around climate change is causing 
concern for the community in general which, in turn, puts pressure on institutional 
investors to consider the climate change issue as a business risk for their investment 
decisions. 
 
Similarly, NGOs are demanding corporate climate change-related information on 
behalf of the community. Hall and Taplin (2007) show that NGOs play an influential 
role in raising the need for policy action and shaping community concern regarding 
the risk of climate change. In order to express the community’s right to know about 
companies’ GHG emissions disclosures, NGOs reveal their concern through various 
public statements. One such statement was made by a leading environmental NGO, 
Climate Action Network Australia (CANA), which stated in its submission on the 
National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting System (NGERS) Regulations discussion 
paper: 
 
Providing accurate and detailed information to the public not only fulfils the community’s right to 
know but also provides an opportunity for our scientists, engineers and business people to use the 
information to find solutions to quickly and cheaply reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. 
Facilities are the most meaningful sources of greenhouse gas emissions. Public disclosure should 
be at the facility level, as well as the company level in order to allow communities to understand 
the emissions from their local area … CANA members strongly support the principle that the 
community has a right to know what greenhouse gas emissions are being emitted by facilities in 
their area. 
 
This statement demonstrates that to fulfil communities’ expectations, as well as give 
the scientific community the opportunity to find solutions for climate change, 
8 
 
corporations must provide information pertaining to climate change. The scientific 
community has already made repeated references to emergent climate science by 
providing scientific reports that heightened media coverage on the climate change 
issue in recent years (Boykoff and Roberts, 2007). The increased media coverage on 
climate change science and the initiation of national and environmental NGO 
programmes play an influential role in shaping community perception against climate 
change and increase public awareness about the threat of climate change (Boykoff and 
Roberts, 2007; Carpenter, 2001). As Carpenter (2001, p. 314) states: 
 
…the past few years have witnessed a remarkable change in attitude in the business community, a 
more active role by environmental groups and an increasing intensity in media coverage of climate 
science and policy, all of which provide encouraging signs of a shift in public opinion… 
 
Consumers are another actor demanding better corporate climate change strategies 
and related information on the grounds that there is a greater demand for more 
climate-friendly products (Business for Social Responsibility, 2007). Consumers are 
addressing the problem of climate change as it affects not only their ‘trust’ in a 
company but also whether they would buy products from the company (The 
McKinsey Quarterly, 2008). Therefore, corporations need to adopt proper climate 
change strategies that will help them to narrow the ‘trust gap’ between them and the 
public (The McKinsey Quarterly, 2008). 
 
Another way coercive isomorphism arises is through a function of dependencies 
among organisations. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) assert that such pressures are 
often mandated as state or regulatory requirements or as a result of dependencies on 
much-needed critical resources. The coercive pressure may come in the form of 
regulatory requirements. Jennings and Zandbergen (1995) argue that coercive 
pressures, mostly in the form of regulations and regulatory enforcement, have been 
the main driving force for adopting environmental management practices. This is 
often the case for corporations’ climate change-related disclosure practices. Previous 
literature shows that increasing government regulation in European Union (EU) 
countries acts as a driving force to adopt proactive climate strategies (e.g., investing in 
low-emission and renewable energy sources) by corporations (e.g., BP). Galbreath 
(2009) argued that coercive isomorphism might be driving firms in European 
countries to demonstrate that they are addressing climate change at the governance 
level in order to gain legitimacy. Worldwide regulations with regard to climate change 
have changed over the years since the 1990s. This focus has sharpened considerably 
with the emergence of carbon tax regulations and carbon trading instruments. The 
changing regulations appear to have resulted in increasing pressures on companies to 
adopt climate change-related corporate strategies. Failure to do so could usurp a 
company’s legitimacy. 
 
In Australia, the recent introduction of carbon tax places institutional pressure on 
companies. National and regional programs such as the Australian Government’s 
Greenhouse Challenge Program and the NSW GHG abatement scheme, already 
requires voluntary reporting practices for the participating Australian companies. 
Therefore, coercive pressures derived from emerging regulations for climate change-
related disclosures might play an important part in driving Australian companies to 




Companies’ reliance on investors’ funding might also result in significant coercive 
pressure to do as the investors require. Evidence suggests that there is growing 
investor demand for corporate information pertaining to climate change, and 
companies with better disclosure practices are more capable of getting funds from 
investors. As one of the largest investor groups in Australia, VicSuper stated on their 
website (reviewed April 2008) that: 
 
We ask companies for information. VicSuper encourages the companies in which we invest to 
quantify, manage and publicly report their greenhouse gas emissions. For example, this year, as 
part of the global Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), we asked the largest listed companies around 
the world as well as in Australia and New Zealand to report their CO2 emissions and explain their 
climate change policies. We invest more funds in leading sustainability companies….. We invest 
up to 10% of the funds in our investment options with allocation to shares in large listed 
companies that, amongst other criteria, are assessed on their performance and strategies in 
managing their carbon emissions. 
 
This statement indicates that companies with better climate strategies and reporting 
practices are more likely to get support and funding from leading institutional 
investors. Similarly, pressure is evident in the statement by the professional 
accounting body, CPA Australia (2007, Inquiry into the National Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting Bill): 
 
CPA Australia is of the view that a key element influencing the success of the reporting and 
dissemination of GGE (Greenhouse gas emissions) in Australia and an emissions trading scheme, 
is the ability for users to rely on information prepared and disclosed by organisations. An 
independent and robust verification of emission data will help achieve this. 
 
Consistent with the demands expressed by a leading institutional investors group and 
professional accounting bodies, many companies are voluntarily participating in the 
Carbon Disclosure Project. The CDP asks companies to disclose information about 
their carbon exposure. 
 
Thus, different groups  are expressing their concerns about the issue of climate change 
and demanding information, and their concerns and demands appear to conform to 
those of the community and stakeholders. Consistent with the expectations expressed 
by the different stakeholder groups, many emission-intensive Australian companies 
listed in the ASX top 100 have made statements in annual reports and stand-alone 
reports about their climate strategies, and have expressed their interest in working 
with the community. In 2008, BHP Billiton’s sustainability report stated that: 
 
BHP Billiton acknowledges the risks of climate change and the need for accelerated action to 
stabilise greenhouse gas concentrations at acceptable levels. Our climate change position includes 
greenhouse gas and energy targets and measures, investment in research and development of low 
carbon emissions technologies, and a commitment to participate in the design of effective national 
and international climate change policies. Our position reflects priorities around stakeholder 
attitudes, changing government policies, and potential business opportunities consistent with BHP 
Billiton's aspirational goal of Zero Harm to employees, communities and the environment (p. 94). 
 
In their online reporting one of the world’s leading mining and exploration 
companies, Rio Tinto, states viewed on 12 August, 2009): 
 
We seek to be the acknowledged leader in environmental performance by demonstrating good 
stewardship of natural resources by reducing our environmental footprint and meeting community 
expectations to support sustainable development ... our climate change position commits us to 
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reducing our emissions, developing low emission product pathways and engaging with 
government and stakeholders to advocate sound and efficient policies. 
 
The above public statements demonstrate that major Australian companies now 
appear to be concerned about the necessity to recognise the issue of climate change in 
their corporate policies, as part of demonstrating good stewardship of resources and 
meeting different institutional expectations. 
 
The above discussion, in particular, provides anecdotal evidence of stakeholders’ 
concerns over climate change practices by corporations. However, while anecdotal 
evidence of stakeholder pressure is already documented, there is no systematic way of 
documenting the actual pressures. 
 
5. Research Method 
This paper relies on the views of stakeholder groups that were sought using an online 
questionnaire survey. The online survey method was chosen for this research because 
of its advantages including easy administration of the survey and the high quality of 
data owing to lower non-response rates and more detailed, often more valid 
information from open-ended questions (Sue & Ritter 2007).  
  
We identified stakeholder groups dealing with corporate accountability for climate 
change, however, there is no systematic database of stakeholder groups working on 
the climate change issue. Based on the review of prior literature and numerous media 
releases and public documents, we identified several stakeholders who appear to 
recognise the importance of climate change (see, for example, Australian Greenhouse 
Office, 2006; Bureau of Meteorology and CSIRO, 2008; AMP Henderson Global 
Investor, 2001; Westpac, 2007; WWF International, 2007; Friends of the Earth, 2006; 
ACF, 2006; Preston and Jones, 2006; The Australian, 2009a, 2009b; acoss.choice.acf, 
2007; Institute of Chartered Certified Accountants, 2009; ICCA and Ernst & Young, 
2008; PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2008; KPMG, 2008). These stakeholder groups are: 
(a) government bodies (Australian Greenhouse Office, Bureau of Meteorology); (b) 
institutional investors (including banks, AMP Capital, VicSuper, Sustainable Asset 
Management, Westpac, ANZ, National Australia Bank); (c) environmental NGOs 
(WWF-Australia, Australian Conservation Foundation, Greenpeace, Friends of the 
Earth); (d) the research community (CSIRO); (e) the media (The Australian; News 
Limited); (f) the consumer association (CHOICE); and (g) accounting professionals 
(Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia (ICCA), CPA Australia, KPMG, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, Ernst & Young). 
 
We selected potential participants from both locally-based and global stakeholder 
organisations, which have involvement with and have expressed concerns about the 
issue of climate change. All of the selected organisations are working on the issue of 
climate change in order to protect larger community interests through different 
activities such as professional publications, organising and attending conferences, 
seminars, and symposiums, active demonstration and campaigns, field research on 
climate change and related issues. The activities focussed on the business implications 
of climate change, climate change regulations, carbon emissions, cost of emissions, 
demand for new climate change-related governance structures, and sustainable 
investment. Because of their hierarchical position and areas of expertise, the 
participants were expected to be knowledgeable and competent to evaluate the issue 
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of climate change and related corporate issues. They, therefore, significantly added to 
the reliability of the findings. Finally, a list of 110 potential participants was compiled 
and all of them were invited to participate. 
 
Keeping the coercive isomorphism in the institutional theory in mind, we sought to 
find climate change-related stakeholder pressures and identify any possible pressures 
exerted on business organisations by the stakeholder groups. The questionnaire was 
designed specifically for this study and used closed form questions, with responses 
requested on either a five-point Likert scale, or  ranked on a scale of 1-5 for certain 
questions. The respondents were also asked to offer any comments in relation to each 
specific question. In addition, a number of open-ended questions were included in the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire contained the following four parts: 
 
a) Participants were requested to provide data concerning demographic 
characteristics in order to obtain a profile of the respondents. 
b) Participants were asked to rate the extent and nature of the concerns of 
business organisations over climate change-related accountabilities, and to rate 
their perceptions in terms of the possible risks and uncertainties businesses are 
facing in relation to climate change. 
c) Participants were asked to rate the extent of the potential power of different 
stakeholder groups to create pressure on organisations to produce climate 
change-related accountability and associated disclosures. 
d) Participants were asked to list their major activities which attempt to influence 
business organisations’ climate change-related disclosure practices. 
 
This study utilised an online survey tool called SurveyMonkey 
(www.surveymonkey.com). Started in 1999, SurveyMonkey is a US-based company 
that enables users to create their own surveys quickly and easily. More than 80% of 
Fortune 100 companies have used SurveyMonkey. SurveyMonkey has great potential 
for designing an effective survey, collecting quick information from the prospective 
respondents, and analysing responses. SurveyMonkey creates a unique URL (web 
address) for each survey developed. Participants can respond whenever they wish for 
as long as the survey is available. All surveys and data are hosted on SurveyMonkey’s 
secure server and kept private and confidential. 
 
The questionnaire was pre-tested by a number of university academics and researchers 
knowledgeable about sustainability issues and/or survey development. Eight 
academics and researchers, not to be involved in the final sample, were invited to 
comment on different aspects of the questionnaire such as layout, style, wording and 
so forth. Each of these participants was sent an email explaining the aim of the study 
and the type of information the questionnaire was intended to elicit, and the link to the 
questionnaire. Following this pre-test phase, the survey was revised and minor 
changes made. After pre-testing the questionnaire, it was distributed to participants 
via a link contained in an introductory email outlining the survey purpose, providing 
instructions for completion and requesting their participation. Records were kept on 
when participants were contacted, when they agreed to participate, and when they 
completed the survey. Four weeks after the initial mail-out, a reminder email was sent 
to all the participants who had either not responded to the initial e-mail or had not 




A total of 50 responses were received. Out of 50 responses, 11 responses were 
eliminated from the final sample because they did not complete the questionnaire. 
This left a sample of 39. The problem of non-response error in this research was 
tested with late respondents being used as a proxy for non-respondents (Oppenheim, 
1992; Deegan and Rankin, 1997; Deegan and Rankin, 1999). If there are no 
significant differences between early and late respondents, non-response is less likely 
to be of concern. In this study we employed the Mann-Whitney U test
1
 and found that 
there were no significant differences in the questionnaire answers or demographic 
characteristics between early and late respondents. 
 
The respondents can be divided into seven broad groups: accounting professionals, 
environmental NGOs, environmental consultancies, government bodies, institutional 
investors, researchers, and others (including the consumer association and the media). 
A dissection of the number of responses received per category of stakeholder groups 
is provided in Table 1. 
 
Table 1: Number of responses received per category of stakeholder groups 
 
Stakeholder Groups Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Accounting professionals 8 20.5 20.5 20.5 
Environmental NGOs 9 23.1 23.1 43.6 
Environmental consultancies 3 7.7 7.7 51.3 
Government bodies 2 5.1 5.1 56.4 
Institutional investors 5 12.8 12.8 69.2 
Researchers 9 23.1 23.1 92.3 
Others (consumer association, media, law firm) 3 7.7 7.7 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 100.0  
 
Following the initial mail out the response rate was 22%. A second email increased 
the total response rate to 35%. While targeting the survey to such experts could be 
expected to result in a low response rate, a total response rate of 35% compares 
favourably to prior research (Deegan and Rankin, 1997, 1999). Arguably, the number 
of responses received was sufficient for the purpose of analysis, as the responses were 
from people with knowledge and involvement in this area, hence providing valuable 
contributions. 
 
A full listing of all respondents (including position and organisations with which they 
are affiliated) is located in Appendix 1. As shown in Appendix 1, all the responses 
came from people who were at the top hierarchical position of their respective 
organisations. The majority of responses came from people holding a postgraduate 
degree, in most cases in Environmental Management, Environmental Science, 
Environment and Natural Resource Economics, and Social Science (Environment and 
Planning). The high level of participation of people with postgraduate degree 
qualifications (66.7%; 50% of them PhDs) might be taken as a significant indication 
of the value of the data obtained. 
 
 
                                               
1 We can use either a Chi-square or Mann-Whitney-U tests, depending on the characteristics of the underlying data in the 







6.1 Extent and nature of respondents’ opinions on corporate responsibility in 
relation to climate change 
 
6.1.1 Issues of concern 
 
The participants were asked to indicate from their own perspective how important 
different social and environmental issues of concern were/are for them (stakeholders 
groups) to create pressure on corporations to be accountable. Different issues of 
concern including health and safety, general environment, employees, product quality, 
and community involvement have been considered as key corporate performance 
issues by prior social and environmental accounting research (Deegan and Rankin, 
1999; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Guthrie and Parker, 1989). In this paper, these 
issues have been compared with the issue of climate change to understand the relative 
importance of climate change. Respondents were asked to rate the important issues of 
concern for four different periods (before 1996, 1997-2001, 2002-2008, and 2009 
onwards). According to the respondents, and as provided by the mean scores in Table 
2, before 1996 health and safety was the most important issue of concern, and climate 
change was the least important. During 1997-2001 mean scores for all issues 
increased from the prior period although still highlighting health and safety as the 
most important issue, and climate change the least. From 2009 onwards, while mean 
scores for all issues increased from the prior periods, the rate of change is much 
higher for climate change than for others. As evident in Table 2, along with other 
social and environmental issues, climate change has become a very important issue. 
Prior research found that the increasing level of corporate social and environmental 
disclosures (see KPMG, 2004, 2006; Deegan et al., 2002; Islam and Deegan, 2010) is 
associated with the growing stakeholder concerns for different social and 
environmental issues. As prior research also documented growing level of climate 
change-related disclosures (Calvert and CERES, 2007; Friends of the Earth, 2006; 
Carbon Disclosure Project, 2007; GRI and KPMG, 2007; Association of Chartered 
Certified Accountants, UK, 2008.), it can be argued that this increasing level of 
disclosure is associated with the growing stakeholder concerns on this issue. 
 
 
Table 2: Stakeholders’ attitudes towards different social and environmental 














Before 1996 3.35 2.48 3 3.03 2.39 1.33 
1997-2001 3.81 3.24 3.19 3.38 2.84 2.21 
2002-2008 4.39 3.94 3.65 3.91 3.39 3.58 
2009-onwards 4.41 4.47 3.91 4.28 3.69 4.35 
 
As shown in Table 2, respondents perceived climate change was an unimportant 
(mean score of 1.33) issue of concern until 1996, but concern has gained momentum 
in recent years as the respondents perceived climate change to be highly important 
(mean score of 4.35 for 2009-onwards). Respondents also provided additional 
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comments. One respondent from the institutional investor group stated that 
stakeholders concerned about corporate responsibility in relation to GHG emission 
and climate change stated, ‘they [stakeholders] must know how the company is 
adapting to climate change’. Reflective of the changes in perceived expectations about 
corporate responsibility in relation to climate change, one of the respondents from an 
environmental NGO stated: 
 
Of course, climate change is emerging as a very important user-issue. Clearly, the longer a 
business delays in implementing good practice the less acceptable it becomes. 
 
The respondents were asked whether their concern in relation to the issue of climate 
change reflected that of the broader community (using a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 
representing ‘strongly disagree’ and 5 representing ‘strongly agree’). A summary of 
the responses is provided in Table 3: 
 
Table 3: Stakeholder concerns in relation to the issue of climate change reflective 
of those of the broader community 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Accounting Professionals 8 3.00 5.00 3.6250 .74402 
Environmental NGOs 9 2.00 4.00 3.0000 .86603 
Environmental 
Consultancies 
3 2.00 3.00 2.3333 .57735 
Government bodies 2 3.00 4.00 3.5000 .70711 
Institutional Investors 5 2.00 4.00 3.2000 .83666 
Researcher/Research 
organisations 
9 2.00 4.00 3.4444 .88192 
 
 
As shown in Table 3, mean response scores for stakeholder groups (Accounting 
Professionals, Environmental NGOs, Environmental Consultancies, Government 
Bodies, Institutional investors and Research organisations) indicates respondents were 
in agreement (mean score above 3) that their concerns reflect those of the broader 
community. There were no statistical differences in the views of respondents 
concerning the proposition that their concerns in relation to the issue of climate 
change reflected those of the broader community. In response to an open-ended 
question one respondent stated: 
 
I know the issue too well to assume my expectations fit with the broader community. In fact, it is 
my job to better align community expectations with those of people who have greater expertise on 
the issue (Campaigner, Environmental NGO). 
 
Another respondent from the institutional investor group stated that: 
 
My expectations are probably higher than the community’s. But if the community was better 
informed about climate change and its physical impacts, they would probably move closer to my 
expectations (an institutional investor). 
 
Prior research found that NGOs such as WWF (Deegan and Blomquist, 2006), and 
International Governmental Organisations (IGOs) such as ILO (Islam and McPhail, 
2011) were able to create change in corporate social and environmental 
accountabilities and related disclosure practices. As presented in Table 3, not only 
NGOs but also other stakeholder groups, institutional investors in particular, believe 




Prior studies suggested various possible risks and uncertainties business organisations 
are now facing in relation to climate change (Rolph and Prior, 2006; Carbon 
Disclosure Project, 2008; Labatt and White, 2007). From those sources we asked 
respondents to rate different risks and uncertainties business organisations in general 
are facing in relation to the issue of climate change (using a 5-point scale, where 5 
indicates high risk, 3 indicates moderate risk, and 1 indicates no risk). The results are 
shown in Table 4: 
 
Table 4: Perceptions of stakeholders towards the different climate change risks and 
uncertainties business organisations in general are facing 
 
 
Risks and Uncertainties 



















Regulatory uncertainty 37.8  40.5 16.2 5.4 0.0 4.11 
Cost of compliance to future 
regulations (e.g. carbon taxes and 
credits) 
29.7 40.5 24.3 5.4 0.0 3.95 
Reduction in supply of resources 2.7  37.8 35.1 24.3 0.0 3.19 
Reduction in consumer confidence 10.8  21.6 45.9 18.9 2.7 3.19 
Markets for alternative technology 8.1  35.1 45.9 5.4 5.4 3.35 
Loss of competitive advantage 21.6 35.1 29.7 10.8 2.7 3.62 
Financial risks 21.6  37.8  35.1 2.7 2.7 3.73 
Physical risks to property 5.4  48.6  27.0 16.2 2.7 3.38 
Increased insurance costs 27.0  48.6 21.6 2.7 0.0 4.00 
Litigation risks 18.9  35.1  35.1 10.8 0.0 3.62 
Reputation risks 37.8  37.8  18.9 5.4 0.0 4.08 
 
As presented in Table 4, organisations are likely to face high regulatory uncertainty 
(mean score of 4.11), reputation risk (mean score of 4.08), increased insurance costs 
(mean score of 4), and costs of compliance with future regulations (mean score of 
3.95). Along with some other high risks, corporations are also likely to face a 
moderate risk of a reduction in supply of resources (3.19) and a reduction in consumer 
confidence (3.19). Of all the risks, regulatory uncertainty and reputations risks were 
believed to be the most significant corporations are facing. This view is expressed by 
one respondent in the following comment: 
 
Climate risk due to both the direct impacts of a changing climate as well as regulatory risks due to 
the inevitable imposition of carbon pricing. In addition, there are reputation risks and legal liability 
risks which have not yet been realised but will be in the future, as the scientific relationship 
between emissions and climate impacts becomes clearer (Environmental NGO). 
 
To understand the changing risks and uncertainties across time, the participants were 
asked to indicate their view about the likelihood that climate change has created and 
will create risks and uncertainties for business organisations in general over the years 
(using 5 scales where 5 indicates high risk, and 1 represents no risk). As before, the 
time periods were - before 1996, 1997 to 2001, 2002 to 2008, and 2009 onwards. The 








Table 5: Perceptions that climate change has created and will create risks and 


















Before 1996 0.0 2.9 37.1 42.9 17.1 2.26 
1997-2001 2.9 22.9 48.6 22.9 2.9 3.00 
2002-2008 28.6 40.0 31.4 0.0 0.0 3.97 
2009-onwards 77.8 19.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 4.75 
 
 
The table shows that whilst the risks and uncertainties were perceived as rather low 
until 2001, expectations have increased since then, and gaining momentum from 
2009. 97% of respondents now perceive that climate change poses high risks and 
uncertainties for business organisations (mean score of 4.75). Therefore, the results 
indicate the expectation of increasing levels of risks and uncertainties associated with 
climate change over the years. 
 
Figure 1: Perceptions that climate change has created and will create risks and 




This increasing trend is displayed in Figure 2. The mean score for 2009 was 4.75, 
which implied that average climate change risk is very high compared to 2.26 for 
1996, which implied climate change risk is low. 
 
In relation to the level of risks and uncertainties companies in different industries are 
facing, we asked respondents to indicate to what extent they consider different 
industries are subject to climate change-related risk and uncertainties (using a 5-point 
scale, where 5 indicates high risk, 3 represents moderate risk, and 1 indicates no risk). 
The results are presented in Table 6: 
Possible risks and uncertainties for business  

















Table 6: Extent to which different industries are subject to the risks and 

























Agriculture, forestry & fishing 58.3 19.4 16.7 5.6 0.0 3.91  
Mining 47.2 47.2 5.6 0.0 0.0 4.42 
Manufacturing 27.3 36.4 36.4 0.0 0.0 4.31 
Electricity, gas, water & waste services 77.8 16.7 2.8 2.8 0.0 4.69 
Construction 36.1 27.8 36.1 0.0 0.0 4.00 
Transportation 41.7 41.7 13.9 2.8 0.0 4.22 
Financial & insurance services 35.3 8.8 32.4 20.6 2.9 3.53 
 
The results indicated that all the industries were facing risks and uncertainties 
associated with climate change, although the risks and uncertainties are comparatively 
higher in industries like Electricity, gas, water and waste services (mean score of 
4.69), Mining (mean score of 4.42), and Manufacturing (mean score of 4.31). 
 
6.2 Understanding the power of different stakeholder groups and their corporate 
disclosure media preferences 
 
6.2.1 Identification of ‘powerful stakeholder groups’ 
Participants were requested to provide their opinions about the power of different 
stakeholder groups to create pressure on organisations to release accountability 
information in relation to climate change. It was indicated in the question that their 
answer would provide a perspective about their ability to exert pressure over business 
organisations to influence their climate change practices and related disclosures. Table 
7 depicted the rating given to the relative power of each type of stakeholder groups 
(using a 5-point scale, where 5 indicates highly powerful, 3 indicates moderately 
powerful, and 1 indicates not powerful). 
 
Table 7:  Level of power of different stakeholder groups to create pressure on 

















Government bodies  47.4 26.3 21.1 5.3 0.0 4.16 
Shareholders (non-institutional) 7.9 15.8 28.9 42.1 5.3 2.79 
Institutional Investors (including banks) 25.0  47.2 25.0 2.8 0.0 3.94 
NGOs 5.4 35.1 32.4 24.3 2.7 3.16 
Accounting Professionals 2.6 10.5 15.8 57.9 13.2 2.32 
Consumers 2.6 23.7 34.2 39.5  0.0 2.89 
Suppliers 2.6  7.9 28.9 52.6  7.9 2.45 
Employees 5.3 23.7 34.2 34.2  2.6 2.95 
Media 13.2 36.8 28.9 18.4 2.6 3.39 
Research Organisations/Researchers  2.6 15.8 42.1 26.3  13.2 2.68 




According to the survey responses, the stakeholders perceived to have the power to 
create pressure on corporations to produce climate change information are 
government bodies (mean score of 4.16), institutional investors (mean score of 3.94), 
media (mean score of 3.39), and NGOs (mean score of 3.16). 74% of respondents 
indicated that government bodies are a very powerful stakeholder group in terms of 
creating pressure on organisations to disclose climate change-related information. 
Kolk and Pinkse (2004) also argued that, for most companies, the government is one 
of the most important stakeholders demanding action to reduce GHG emissions. The 
next stakeholder group rated to be highly powerful is institutional investors (72%). As 
stated by one respondent: 
 
Once again, it is in the best interests of an organisation to do so, as more investors (and insurers) 
are demanding it, investing more funds in sustainable companies, and linking premiums to these 
sorts of assessments. 
 
Previous literature provided evidence of the media and NGOs as powerful groups to 
influence business practices (Deegan and Blomquist, 2006; Islam and Deegan, 2009). 
Although some of the previous literature emphasised the importance of accounting 
professionals in relation to business’s corporate disclosure practices, our survey 
revealed that respondents do not consider accounting professionals as a powerful 
stakeholder group for influencing climate change disclosure practices. 71% of total 
respondents perceived that accounting professionals have less than moderate power to 
influence business practice (mean 2.32). 
 
In relation to the level of pressure on companies in different industries, we asked 
respondents to indicate to what extent they consider different industries are subject to 
particular pressure from stakeholder groups to disclose climate change-related 
information (using a 5-point scale, where 5 indicates highly powerful, 1 indicates not 
powerful). The results are presented in Table 8: 
 
























Agriculture, forestry & fishing 2.8 13.9 30.6 47.2 5.6 2.61 
Construction 2.8 25.0 22.2 50.0 0.0 2.81 
Electricity, gas, water & waste 
services 
40.5 29.7 24.3 5.4 0.0 4.05 
Financial & insurance services 0.0 2.7 43.2 40.5 13.5 2.35 
Manufacturing 16.2 29.7 40.5 13.5 0.0 3.49 
Mining 36.1 33.3 13.9 16.7 0.0 3.89 
Transportation 13.5 29.7 40.5 13.5 2.7 3.38 
 
As presented in Table 8, the industries with the highest level of pressure from 
stakeholders to disclose climate change information were Electricity, gas, water and 
waste services; Mining; and Manufacturing. This is consistent with the risks the 









6.2.2 Stakeholders’ preferences for corporate disclosure media 
 
Participants were asked to indicate where they would prefer business organisations to 
disclose climate change information. The results are reported in Table 9. 
 








Annual reports 35 94.6 
Separate environmental/sustainability reports 21 56.8 
Websites 34 91.9 
Press/Media, Prospectus 18 48.6 
Other (corporate register, CDP report) 5 13.5 
 
Table 9 shows that the preferred media were annual reports, company websites and, to 
a lesser extent, a stand-alone social/environmental report produced by companies. 
This is consistent with the results of the prior studies which observed the annual 
report to be the most significant source of environmental information used by 
different stakeholder groups (Tilt, 1994; Deegan and Rankin, 1997; O’Dwyer et al., 
2005). This result is also consistent with the previous studies which found that 
websites are a good source of corporate information, along with annual reports 
(Adams and Frost, 2004; Frost et al., 2005; Lodhia, 2006). Respondents were also 
asked to specify other important media for disclosure and the stakeholder groups 
identified the corporate register, and the Carbon Disclosure Project report. 
 
We also asked respondents to rank different industries in the order in which the 
companies in those industries should be expected to disclose climate change 
information using any disclosure media (1 indicating most preferred, and 7 indicating 
least preferred). The results are shown in Table 10: 
 
Table 10: Industry ranking in the order in which they should disclose climate 
change information (1= highest expected industry, 2 next highest expected industry, 
and so on) 
 
Industries Ranking 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 6 
Construction 4 
Electricity, gas, water and waste services 1 





According to Table 10, the industries most expected to disclose climate change 
information are Electricity, gas, water and waste services, Mining and, 




These findings support previous research which argued that companies belonging to 
the emission-intensive sectors would be most affected by the impact of climate 
change (Deegan, 2007). 
 
6.3 Nature of major activities attempting to influence organisations’ climate 
change disclosure practices 
 
Respondents were asked (via an open-ended question) whether they perform or intend 
to perform any activities which attempt to influence Australian business 
organisations’ climate change-related corporate disclosure practices. 80% of the 
respondents agreed that they/their organisations were performing activities to 
influence business practices
2
. Typical of these activities were providing research 
reports, issuing press releases, consultation, attending conferences, investing in 
climate-friendly companies, campaigning, lobbying governments, prescribing 
accounting guidance, and so on. 
 
The respondents indicated that they have a broader role to create pressure on 
companies so that companies will adopt climate change-related governance practices 
and disclose relevant information. Representative responses were: 
 
 We work on providing sustainability advice at a senior level to highly-exposed businesses. We 
demonstrate how "leaders" in this area have an easier ride with consent authorities, financiers, 
employees and community stakeholder groups.... so acting strongly on climate change-related 
corporate governance is in the interests of these companies (environmental consultancy). 
 We assist in the development of the ASX Corporate Governance Council principles, we are 
lobbying for the development of specific financial accounting and assurance standards for 
carbon emissions (and the trading of emission permits). We offer information and education 
resources to members and the community and we have structured our member entry 
requirements so that all new members will be familiar with carbon issues and how business 
can respond to those issues (accounting professional). 
 Our campaigns are mostly focused at governments - we meet with government representatives 
and attend (often organise) public demonstrations, write letters to the papers and communicate 
messages within our community. We also attend government stakeholder reviews, information 
sessions and so on, and ask tough questions, as much for the corporate audience to hear as for 
the policy advisors. We have attended Australian Institute of Energy conferences for the same 
reason. We also write numerous submissions to the government (environmental NGO).  
 My organisation provides climate science briefings that are targeted specifically at 
incorporating the most recent knowledge base into risk management procedures of the 
companies and their development of strategies for dealing with the issue. These look at recent 
climate science, energy options, risk management and the building of resilience. In addition, 
the Company provides over 100 briefings to the wider community (conferences, seminars) in a 
single year (environmental consultancy). 
 Broad Based Business Reporting initiative which looks to focus organisations’ reporting onto 
the key area for that business. Where climate change is a key risk area for that organisations’ 
disclosure around the measurements, management and performance of the area. Additionally, 
we have produced a paper on the assurance requirements for carbon emissions. We have 
continued to lobby government in relation to the assurance requirements in the National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Scheme and the Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme to 
ensure they are in line with the expectations of the community. We have also lobbied 
government in relation to the need to develop tax policies to encourage investment and 
development of solutions (Accounting professional). 
                                               
2
 Although government bodies were perceived as the most powerful stakeholder group, we did not receive enough information 
about their activities to create pressure on organisations’ climate change disclosure practices.  
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 Work with business and government to advance action on climate change - this is why our 
organisation exists. We have in the past lobbied government to improve disclosure standards, 
participated in various other initiatives (such as ACCA awards, Corporate Reputation Index, 
and so on), and engaged with individual companies to try to improve performance disclosure. 
We continue to do some of this, though progress on improving objective disclosures is 
frustratingly slow (environmental NGO). 
 As a researcher I continue to do research, publish and give conference presentations as well as 
being involved in advising governments. As President of ACF, I am also involved in lobbying 
and campaigning to increase pressure on business organisations to act more responsibly. I was 
heavily involved as Director of the Commission for the Future in 1988, wrote a paperback 
"Living in the Greenhouse" in 1989. 
 We pressure heavy-emitting industries to quantify, manage and disclose their greenhouse gas 
emissions and related policies and strategies (Institutional Investor). 
 
The response summary of different climate change actions is presented in Table 11. 
From the responses of the stakeholder groups surveyed, we can identify different 
activities performed to influence businesses’ climate change-related corporate 
performance and related disclosures. 
 
Table 11: Major activities undertaken by stakeholders in an attempt to influence 




































change and its 

















2. Work with 
business and 
government to 









submissions to the 
government 
 




climate change  
1. Provide 
sustainability 
advice to highly 
exposed businesses 
 
2. Climate science, 
energy options, and 
risk management 























4. Play a role in 
Investor Group on 
Climate Change,  
supporters of 
Investor Group on 
Climate Change 
 






























From the responses, NGOs and institutional investors appeared to be engaged in 
widespread activities to create corporate accountability in relation to climate change. 
Despite the low power rating of accounting professionals as a stakeholder group (as 
discussed previously), from the responses accounting professionals appeared to be 
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This study relies on the view of different stakeholder groups, including NGOs, 
institutional investors, media, government and accounting professionals, in relation to 
climate change-related accountability practices in Australian corporations. The survey 
method was used to investigate the level of stakeholder concerns, climate change-
related corporate risks and uncertainties, and the power of stakeholders to exert 
pressure on Australian corporations to be accountable. We found all stakeholder 
groups are concerned about corporate responsibility in relation to climate change, and 
concern has been gaining momentum in recent years (2009 onwards) compared to the 
very low level of concern indicated during the 1990s. Results also suggest that while 
all industries are facing risk and uncertainties associated with climate change, the 
industries facing most risk and uncertainties are electricity, gas, water and waste 
resources, mining and manufacturing. The important finding is that while NGOs and 
media are powerful stakeholders, institutional investors and the government are the 
most powerful stakeholders for exerting coercive pressures on corporations to be 
accountable in relation to climate change. Based on this finding, we can suggest that it 
is not an individual stakeholder group that contributes to the pressures exerted on 
corporations, rather it is a set of stakeholder groups who create the pressure. 
Regarding the sources of climate change information, annual reports and company 
websites were perceived to be more important than any other sources. The 
respondents also perceived that their expectations in relation to climate change issues 
reflect those of the broader community. 
 
According to the survey responses, the stakeholders perceived to be most powerful in 
influencing climate change disclosure practices are government bodies, institutional 
investors, the media and NGOs. Although, according to the respondents, accounting 
professionals were not considered powerful enough to influence organisations’ 
climate change disclosure practices, the respondents from the accounting professional 
group surveyed suggested that they are taking action to influence corporate climate 
change disclosure practices. It was also found that the higher the risks and 
uncertainties business organisations have to face, the more likely they are to disclose 
more climate change information. Our study found that corporations are now facing 
such a level of risk and uncertainties that it has become an influential factor behind 
the climate change disclosures. 
 
Conclusions drawn by prior research indicate that changes in environmental 
disclosure practices are driven by attempts by organisations to legitimate their 
operations, and rely on an assumption that various groups do demand the 
environmental information contained within the annual report. As a result of 
undertaking this study, the evidence suggests that such an assumption is valid. 
Stakeholder groups do perceive climate change information as important for their 
decision-making processes, and seek information concerning corporations’ activities 
from their annual reports. While corporations are already aware of the climate change-
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related pressures in their day-to-day operations, the research reported in this paper 
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